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REMARKS 

Applicants hereby request a Pre- Appeal Brief Review (hereinafter "Request") of the 
claims finally rejected in the Final Office Action mailed July 17, 2007. The Request is needed 
because the rejections are clearly in error. The Request is provided herewith in accordance with 
the rules set out in the OG dated July 12, 2005. 

LA. Rejection of Claim 11 Under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

The examiner rejected claim 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter on the basis that the claim is directed to a computer program product, which is not 
a physical thing. The examiner suggests that claim 1 1 be re-written as a "recordable-type 
medium storing a computer program product." 

Claim 1 1 currently recites, "A computer program product, stored in a recordable type 
medium." Comparing the two phrases, the examiner appears to believe that a distinction exists 
between a "recordable type-medium storing a computer readable medium" and a "computer 
program product stored in a recordable-type medium." However, the examiner has created a 
distinction without a difference. 

Putatively, the examiner's proposed phrase is directed to a physical object; namely, the 
medium itself. However, because Applicants' claim 1 1 is stored in a recordable-type medium, 
the computer program product of claim 1 1 must be embodied as a physical object. Thus, claim 
1 1 is also directed to a physical, tangible thing. Hence, claim 11, and its dependent claims are 
patentable subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

LB. Rejection of Claim 1 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The examiner rejected claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvious in view of Arnold et al, 
Method and Apparatus for Providing a Dynamic Speech-Driven Control and Remote Service 
Access System , U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0125955 (December 28, 2001) 
(hereinafter "Arnold") in view of Poirier et al, Executable for Requesting a Linguistic Service, 
U.S. Patent 6,321,372 (December 23, 1998) (hereinafter "Poirier"). As required by law, the 
prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). 
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This rejection is clearly in error because the examiner has failed to meet the standards of 

In re Royka. Claim 1, in its current form, is as follows: 

1 . A method, implemented in a data processing system, for generating 
task-specific code for pattern recognition, the method comprising: 

receiving task-specific input system data of a pattern recognition system; 

and 

generating task-specific code for the pattern recognition system based on 
the task-specific input system data, wherein the task-specific code includes 
computer language suitable for compilation. 

In rejecting claim 1, the examiner relies on Arnold to teach the claimed feature of, 
"generating task-specific code for the pattern recognition system based on the task-specific input 
system data." However, this assertion is early in error. Nevertheless, to support this proposition, 
the examiner refers to three portions of Arnold. Applicants show, in turn, why none of these 
portions of Arnold teach or suggest this claimed feature. 

The examiner first refers to paragraph 0008 of Arnold, which is as follows: 

[0008] Specifically, the distributed speech recognition system comprises at least 
one client device and a central server. The client device is a remote device that is 
in communication with the central server, but it is physically deployed apart from 
the central server. In operation, the client device is equipped with a speech 
recognition module having an initial language model. In one embodiment, the 
distributed speech recognition system allows automatic "speaker adaptation" to be 
performed locally by the client device. Namely, local parameters such as 
environmental noise around the speaker, pronunciation (e.g., accents or dialect) of 
the speaker and/or the acoustic environment (e.g., within a tunnel or a carpeted 
room) around the speaker are adapted locally by the client device in performing 
its speech recognition functions. Speaker adaptation is particularly appropriate 
within the present architecture in that it is carried out in a client device largely 
dedicated to a particular user. Although such adaptations are performed locally, 
the central server may also assist the client device as necessary, e.g., forwarding a 
different acoustic model to the client device from the central server. 

Arnold teaches that a client device equipped with a speech recognition model has an 
initial language model. The system in Arnold allows "speaker adaptation" to be performed 
locally by the client device in order to accommodate a particular user. Arnold refers to "speaker 
adaptation" as setting local parameters to account for factors such as environmental noise, 
pronunciation, and environmental conditions. 

In context, Arnold is attempting to create a speech recognition system that is individually 
tailored to a user, but which uses a minimal amount of computing resources. Arnold, paragraphs 
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0005 and 0006. Thus, Arnold seeks to create conditions in which a user can use a hand-held 
device, with limited computing resources, to perform speech recognition. Id. 

However, Arnold generates no code. The cited section, on its face, does not teach or 
suggest the generation of code. The disclosure simply is not present. Instead, when one of 
ordinary skill consults the broader teachings of Arnold, the one of ordinary skill recognizes that 
Arnold downloads the necessary software to perform local adaptation from a server. See, for 
example, Arnold, Abstract. 

Additionally, the server does not generate any code. Instead, such code is already extant 
on the server and is downloaded to the client according to the client's needs. See, Arnold, 
paragraph 0020 (quoted below) and Arnold, figure 1 . Given the lack of disclosure in Arnold 
regarding this claimed feature, Arnold also does not suggest this claimed feature. 

Applicants next address paragraph 0009 of Arnold, which is cited by the examiner: 

[0009] For example, in another embodiment, the distributed speech recognition 
system provides the ability to implement "dynamic grammars". Specifically, the 
client device is initially equipped with an initial language model. As the user 
interacts with the client device, the language model is updated by the central 
server as the interactions between the user and client device indicate that an 
updated language model is required to carry out the user's request. This 
distributed approach maximizes the processing power of the client device without 
overburdening the client device unnecessarily with a complex language model. 

In this case, Arnold teaches that the system provides for the ability to perform "dynamic 
grammars." Arnold describes this system as providing a client device with an initial language 
model. As the user interacts with the device, the language model is updated by the central 
server. Thus, paragraph 0009 describes the heart of Arnold's goals, which are as described 



However, this paragraph does not teach or suggest generating code, as claimed. Instead, 
code is simply downloaded from the server. 

Applicants next address paragraph 0020 of Arnold, which is cited by the examiner 
(emphasis added): 

[0020] In turn, the speech recognizer 120 receives the speech features and is able 
to decode the "recognized text" from the speech features using various models as 
discussed below. An important aspect of the present invention pertains to the 
"dynamic" models that are employed by the speech recognizer 120. Specifically, 
due to the anticipated small footprint of the client device 110, the present 
invention employs "dynamic grammars" as a driving mechanism in providing the 
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necessary models or portions or updates of a model to the client device. Since the 
processing capability and storage capability of the client device 110 are 
anticipated to be limited, the present invention is designed to provide the client 
device 110 with just enough data and information to perform the tasks as required 
by a current speaker. Thus, the client device is adapting its models in response to 
the speaker, hence the term "dynamic grammars". The speaker adaptation 
functions are executed in cooperation with the central server ISO. 

In this portion, Arnold provides further details of the "dynamic grammar" feature 
described in paragraph 0009. The examiner should note the emphasized portion of Arnold. 
Arnold emphasizes the limited processing power of the client. Again, to solve this problem, 
Arnold downloads appropriate software to the client to handle a particular task faced by the 
client. However, neither the client nor server creates any form of code, as required by claim 1. 

The examiner relied on the teachings of Arnold to state the rejection. As shown above, 
nothing in Arnold teaches or suggests this claimed feature. By implication, the examiner appears 
to believe that Poirier does not teach or suggest this claimed feature. Accordingly, under the 
standards of In re Royka, the examiner failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against 



The remaining rejections rely on the same errors presented vis-a-vis the rejection of claim 
1 . Therefore, the examiner failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against the 
remaining claims at least for the reasons given above. Accordingly, the rejections should be 
withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

The Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Panel is invited to call the undersigned at the below- 
listed telephone number if in the opinion of the Panel such a telephone conference would 
expedite or aid the prosecution and examination of this application. 
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